First paragraph: The history of literature and art offers no shortage of works created to offend or shock an audience, but few have been as incendiary as gangsta rap. Apologists cannot deny the problematic content of this form of rap-the misogynistic posturing, themes of intense violence, freewheeling and gratuitous obscenity-and some detractors hold that even the attempt to analyze the genre bestows undeserved legitimacy on its practitioners. The transgressive and counter-hegemonic stance of gangsta rap has become so hreatening, in fact, that its origins as a complex poetic form with deep roots in a variety of literary and ritual traditions have, for the most part, been neglected or obscured. Indeed, it is difficult to think of any poetic form in the contemporary West in which politics, race and ideology have dictated so completely the terms of "acceptable" criticism. This is all the more remarkable for gangsta rap, insofar as so much foundational scholarship, some even decades old, already exists within fields such as folklore, psychology and anthropology which can articulate the nexus of literary and cultural forces that gave rise to it. As such approaches make clear, far from being an unprecedented art form that can only reflect the social pathologies idiosyncratic to American ghetto life, gangsta rap operates within a well-documented poetic tradition within AfricanAmerican culture that ritualizes invective, satire, obscenity, and other verbal phenomena with transgressive aims. counter-hegemonic stance of gangsta rap has become so threatening, in fact, that its origins as a complex poetic form with deep roots in a variety of literary and ritual traditions have, for the most part, been neglected or obscured. Indeed, it is difficult to think of any poetic form in the contemporary West in which politics, race and ideology have dictated so completely the terms of "acceptable" criticism. This is all the more remarkable for gangsta rap, insofar as so much foundational scholarship, some even decades old, already exists within fields such as folklore, psychology and anthropology which can articulate the nexus of literary and cultural forces that gave rise to it. As such approaches make clear, far from being an unprecedented art form that can only reflect the social pathologies idiosyncratic to American ghetto life, gangsta rap operates within a well-documented poetic tradition within African-American culture that ritualizes invective, satire, obscenity, and other verbal phenomena with transgressive aims.
Just as the Classical tradition exhibits a great variety of transgressive poetry across several genres, so is the transgressive tradition in rap hardly monolithic. Gangsta rap is so called mainly because a group of rappers themselves adopted the term and the attitudes appropriate to it. But not all rappers who have produced transgressive rhymes are necessarily "gangstas," and even among the self-styled gangstas we encounter, in addition to a diversity of strictly musical styles, many different authorial poses and dictional strategies. Although in this study we will only be able to examine a small portion of a remarkably large area of rap, we will focus on a few key texts that represent most fully the poetics of satirical, comedic transgression. These texts are generally classified as "gangsta rap," although, as we shall see, they all foreground so insistently their generic hybridity that the tag of "gangsta" often becomes little more than a convenient marker of a much more sophisticated aesthetic of historical and literary self-consciousness.
I. Poet, Audience and Genre
Within the Classical tradition, the originary transgressive poets were known as iambographers, named for their predilection for the iambic meter. 10 Only two iambographic poets, Archilochus and Hipponax, have left us any substantial fragments, largely because, as literary canons developed in antiquity, these two became the primary exemplars of the genre.
Archilochus and Hipponax composed in the earliest centuries of recorded Greek literature, 7th and 6th C. BCE respectively, and we have little indication of how their own audiences responded to their work, but each of them had an enormous influence on nearly all subsequent forms of Greek and Latin transgressive poetry. Aristotle distilled their basic poetics into the term iambike idea, i.e., the iambic form or approach, which included lampooning, personal abuse, obscene diction (aischrologia) and other elements that the iambographers were famous for. 11 Aristotle used the term in fact to describe certain features of the Old Comedy of fifth-century Athens (best represented to us by Aristophanes) thereby articulating a generic link between the poetics of the iambographers and the Athenian comic dramatists.
Within the eleven extant plays of Aristophanes we find many moments where the playwright comments on that problematic gulf between the poet and his audience, specifically the misunderstandings that the iambike idea-the transgressive poetic-can cause in an audience inattentive to generic signposting. One of the formal elements of Old Comedy, in fact, known as the parabasis, afforded the playwright a forum for constructing a subjective voice and addressing the audience about literary-critical matters. The parabasis was generally a choral interlude separating dramatic episodes, in which the chorus leader "stepped aside" (parabainein) from the chorus and spoke on behalf of the playwright himself. In the early plays of Aristophanes, in fact, the parabases were highly intertextual, often referring to topics discussed in earlier parabases. 13 Classicists have been quick to plunder the parabases for (auto)biographical information about the poet, despite many indications that much of the authorial posturing in them was conventional and hyperbolic. But whether or not the "autobiographical" details of the Aristophanic parabases are "real," they certainly reflect the typically troubled relationship between the transgressive poet and his audience.
One of the best examples in Aristophanes of the poet's indignation at an audience unappreciative of comic satire and abuse can be found in the debacle over his ridicule of the demagogue Cleon in a play from 427 BCE, known as Babylonians. In Acharnians, produced in 425, Aristophanes himself leads us to believe that after the performance of Babylonians Cleon prosecuted the poet for slandering him "in the presence of foreigners" (line 502; cf. also 377-84).
At Acharnians 630-32, Aristophanes's chorus leader speaks on his behalf in the parabasis:
But slandered by his enemies among the swift-counseling Athenians,
On grounds of laughing at our city and insulting the people,
He asks now to reply to the counsel-changing Athenians.
(Tr. Hubbard, p.48) The speaker then proceeds to claim not only that comedy is beneficial to the city, but that Aristophanes in particular has achieved international status as the best representative of the genre. The passage appears simultaneously serious and lighthearted, as it defends the practice of comic abuse while obliquely abusing the audience of Athenians:
The poet says that he is worthy of many good things from you, Stopping you from being too deceived by foreign discourses, And would triumph in war, possessing this counselor.
For this reason the Spartans offer you peace, And demand the return of Aegina. they think not of that island, But that they may take away this poet.
But may you never release him, since he will write comedy about what is just; 655
He says that he will teach you many good things, so that you can be happy, Neither flattering you nor presenting bribes nor cheating you,
Nor committing all knavery nor sprinkling you with praise, but teaching the best.
Let Cleon plot against these things, The apologetics of this passage are echoed repeatedly not only in Aristophanes, but in nearly all
Greek and Latin poets who write poetry that Aristotle might describe as "iambic" in the broadest sense. Throughout the Greek and Latin tradition, poets constantly felt compelled to adopt a didactic explanation of the more offensive elements of their work. What seems like gratuitous abuse or obscenity, for example, is argued actually to serve a higher moral purpose.
Aristophanes certainly adopts such a pretense in the passage from Acharnians quoted above, but he humorously undermines his own claims to moral seriousness by the ironically hyperbolic claims of his global fame, his irreverent and gratuitously obscene abuse of Cleon (line 663) 14 and, as we shall see, the skillfully veiled program of the last stanza (lines 665-75).
These lines form the first strophe of a lyrical ode sung by the full chorus and conclude the first part of the parabasis, in which the chorus leader spoke in propria persona as the old men of Acharnae. In form, it begins as if it is a cultic hymn invoking a deity, and requesting his or her presence. It is immediately clear that the passage is a parody, invoking as it does a contrived local muse of Acharnae. But this muse-this source of poetic inspiration-has revealing qualities, all of which have associations with iambographic poetics: she is "fiery," "strong,"
"intense"; she is compared to a spark that can be fanned into a full-blown flame that can fry fish.
The Acharnian muse, in other words, inspires the kind of intense and fiery poetry that was associated with the iambike idea. As if to assure this interpretation, the chorus mention those who "stir up the Thasian pickle 'of shining rim', while others knead bread." The "Thasian pickle" probably alludes to a line from a play by Aristophanes' older contemporary, Cratinus, called Archilochoi, which referred to Archilochus as "Thasian brine," (fr. 6 Kassel-Austin), a reference explained by the fact that the iambographer was known to have migrated to Thasos during his lifetime (and to have written poetry directed toward and against its citizens).
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"Brine" in this passage refers to the salty, acerbic qualities of the Archilochean iambus. In the Acharnians passage, a similar link between Thasos and Archilochus is assured by the surrounding literary context, and this link, in turn, suggests the metaphorical reading of the word for "kneading dough" (mattosin), which in other comic contexts is used to describe verbal abuse.
As if to emphasize the purely irreverent and comical (as opposed to the didactic) aspects of the poetic program, the chorus ends by referring to their song as agroikoteron ("a rustic country song"), a term clearly chosen for its connotations of simple boorishness. In this passage, then, the chorus invokes the spirit of the famously transgressive Archilochus, hardly as a paradigm of methodical, moral satire, but rather of unbridled, aggressive verbal attack.
Four centuries later in another country, another culture, and another literary form, the Roman poet Horace situated his Satires explicitly in the Greek iambographic and comic tradition that Aristophanes embodied in the passage discussed above. The Satires were relatively short poems composed in dactylic hexameters for recitation or reading rather than stage production, but they were self-consciously suffused with a diverse background of Greek and Roman poetry, literary theory and philosophy that seemed to heighten Horace's anxiety about the relationship between the satirist and his audience. 16 Like most poets of satire, Horace felt compelled to defend his satirical work, especially those aspects which we have been calling transgressive, such as personal ridicule, obscene or otherwise indecorous diction. Horace's defense, however, was highly nuanced and complex, and attempted to synthesize the many traditions that informed his Satires into his own idiosyncratic theory of satire. Horace's first response to this is devilishly beside the point and disingenuous: he claims that he really cannot be considered a poet in the first place: "first of all I would exempt myself from those to whom I would give the name 'poets'." (39) Horace writes things that are, as he puts it, "closer to ordinary conversation" (sermoni propriora, 42). The audience of the Satires of course will recognize this is as a tautologous red herring, since the word Sermones [Conversations] itself was the title given to his satires in antiquity and probably by Horace himself. indeed that the implied audience whose approbation Horace seeks is explicitly not an audience of people who need to be censured, and even if they were, he claims, he would not be the one to do it. Horace's ideal audience is extremely limited, composed as it is only of friends 18 who must coerce the poet into performing. Clearly, any sweeping didactic claims Horace might make for his satires are ironized by his desire to please only a small group of literary cognoscenti. This is the audience that will understand the poetics of the Satires, and will be able to contextualize the transgressive aspects of the genre more readily than the kind of undiscriminating crowd that lays sweaty hands on the books of Hermogenes Tigellius (72).
This emphasis on a private, sophisticated audience occurs at the midpoint of the poem, and thus controls our perspective on the second half, in which Horace continues his attempt to define his idea of satire. If we are to believe Horace that he composes only for a select group of friends, who exactly are we to imagine are his putative detractors here? And why should he even care about them enough to spend the rest of the poem defending his satiric activity? Clearly, Horace's critics are constructed as a device that enables him to highlight, and then undermine, the selfrighteous, often didactic pretense that we have found so pervasive in transgressive literature. In much the same way as we saw in the Acharnians passage above, Horace takes great pains to establish a moral purpose to his Satires, only to deflate it through inconsistency, hyperbole and, ultimately, bathos.
In order to support this reading, we must examine carefully Horace's delineation of satire in the second half of the poem specifically in the light of his earlier claims that his satire was not really poetry, and his audience was private and sophisticated. Horace's imaginary critic exclaims at line 78: The one who attacks a friend when he's not present, Or who doesn't defend him against someone else's blame, Who tries to elicit wild laughter from men and be known as a wit;
The one who can fictionalize things he's never seen, who can't keep secrets, That one has a black mark on him; Watch out for him, Roman! (81-5)
At this point Horace seems to saying that friendship (amicitia) should never be violated for the sake of humor or abuse. Amicitia must allow one to overlook even questionable behavior, since friends, so the argument goes, must defend friends tout court. This again recalls Horace's earlier remarks about his ideal audience, namely his "friends" (73). The straw man he attacks in 81-5 as niger differs from Horace only in that he will attack a friend even when he is not present.
Horace, on the other hand, has no problem attacking his friends in principle, as long as they are there to experience the abuse. Of course there is a central paradox in these lines, for if they imply that "iambic" abuse is sanctioned among friends as an activity that is non-malicious, then of course, the point of engaging in it in the first place would be to demonstrate verbal and poetic skill, that is, to achieve what Horace claims to repudiate: laughter from an audience, and the reputation for being a wit. As if to highlight the paradox (and disingenuousness) of the passage, Horace's niger turns out to be one who acts like a poet, that is, he can "fictionalize things he has never seen." (84). Among friends, of course-Horace's ideal audience-fictionalized abuse and ridicule is appropriately contextualized and is not supposed to cause offense. But this can only refer to the performative moment of recitation, when friends are physically in a room. Beyond that moment, when a poem is published, disseminated and read by an audience beyond the control of the author, the poet will remain open to the very charge that Horace levels at his negative counterpart, namely the fictional abuse of an absent friend. Horace's satiric program has clearly become confusing and contradictory by the second half of the poem, largely because of the tension that he himself notes between his two imagined audiences, one that understands transgressive poetics, and so will not actually experience transgression, and one that is destined to misunderstand his work and mistake the personal voice of the poem for that of the poet himself.
This dichotomy, and the poetic gamesmanship that it led to in Aristophanes and Horace, seems to manifest itself in all poetry that employs satire for allegedly didactic purposes: the poet offers continual cues to the audience already "in the know" about the work's fictionality and generic morphology, while simultaneously boasting of the effectiveness of its transgressive qualities. It remains nearly impossible, therefore, for a poet to "succeed" with genuine transgression, because if an audience is truly scandalized it will end up censuring and abandoning, instead of supporting, the offending poet. As we will presently see, the examples from the Classical period of this complex relationship between the satirist and his audience have functionally analogous counterparts in gangsta rap that help explain why the central poetic To many, the most disturbing aspect of gangsta rap is its often deliberate effacement of the line between fiction and reality. When the late Tupac Shakur tattooed "Thug Life" on his stomach as a means of assuring that his artistic stance as a "gangsta" would not become tainted by his growing celebrity, 19 or when other self-styled gangsta rappers from Los Angeles became implicated in various real-world criminal events, it is easy to conclude that the artistic form depicting the life of the urban outlaw exists in order to reflect and endorse the autobiographies of its authors. But whatever personal and psychological shortcomings we may wish to invoke to explain the controversial or unsavory behavior of some gangsta rappers, the fact remains that the transgressive poetic tradition in which they work is remarkably consistent in its construction of an explicitly fictional, comedic world coded as such for an audience "in the know." And as in the case of the Classical poets we examined, the continual misreadings of this fiction by audiences over whom the poet has little actual control, is a constant source of both delight and frustration to the author-delight when his transgressive posture has managed to scandalize, yet frustration when poetic artistry is not apprehended.
Many examples can be cited of how gangsta rappers code their work to several distinct audiences, how they taunt them with a comically hollow didacticism, and problematize their authorial postures through self-mockery and picaresque narrative. One work in particular, however, provides the clearest and most sophisticated illustration of this poetic dynamic, namely
Snoop Doggy Dogg's controversial 1993 release, Doggystyle (Death Row Records 7-92279-2).
This recording attempts to sustain a comedic tone throughout by exploiting the humorous shock value of obscenity, offering lyrics that traduce classic popular songs and explicit parodies of earlier musical styles. In these areas, Snoop self-consciously drew on models from the formative This is another story about Dogs;
For the Dog that don't pee on trees, is a bitch.
So says Snoop Dogg.
So get your pooper scooper, 'cause the niggaz talkin' shit.
(Woof…woof…)
The first line, however, situates the work in a pre-existing tradition of Dog fictions-"This is another story about Dogs"-and what distinguishes this variation will be the extremity of, and self-consciousness about, its transgressiveness. Anyone who expects to be unable to handle the work's aischrologia is advised to have a "pooper scooper" handy. Later in the song, the narrator develops the programmatic thrust of the dog metaphor:
We travel in packs and we do it from the back, How else can we get to the booty?
We do it doggystyle! All the while we do it doggystyle! Dogs and related canine motifs have figured prominently in the history of African-American popular genres, and within funk and rap in particular, they are consistently used to connote masculinity and sexual power. 22 Pushed to an extreme in these lines, metaphor is even used to highlight an ethos of explicit bestiality. But the graphic, scurrilous nature of these lines threatens to obscure the fact that they clearly address the work's generic identity: "We travel in packs"
refers to groups of like-minded poets whose transgressive program inspires them to "do it from the back," that is, to invert all that is regarded as normative. The humorously rhetorical question, "How else can we get to the booty?" reveals the extent of their self-avowed incorrigibility: of course there are other ways to "get to the booty," but the narrator implies that anything other than an inverted method would be unthinkable to such poets. If the guy who really deserves to get a bad reputation were well known, I would hesitate to implicate the name of a friend.
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I know everyone knows Arignotus, well at least anyone who knows white from black, or fast music from slow.
and by extension the poet, here admits essentially that Ariphrades' poneria, "wickedness," is far less significant than the mere phenomenon of his unconventional, and therefore risible, obsession with oral sex. By undermining its own earlier indignation at such behavior, and all but admitting that its members are as poneroi as the people they like to attack in their songs, the chorus humorously calls attention to its hypocritical didactic posture and the ultimate futility of any attempt to justify obscenity on moral grounds.
In a later play, Frogs (405 BCE), Aristophanes even has the chorus clarify for the audience that the tropes of his comedy-mockery, abuse, obscenity-belong to an activity that exists ultimately in a fictive realm that bears little or no actual connection to a lived reality. The chorus of this play exploits its role as initiates into Athenian mystery cults, which themselves featured reenactments of mythical scenes of abuse, 34 and treats the mockery and invective of comic drama as similarly sacrosanct and ritualized. In lines 354-66 the chorus begins listing the kinds of people who have no business participating in their peculiar amalgamation of cult and comedy.
Completing this "excluded" audience is a certain orator who has worked to decrease funding for poets simply because he had been ridiculed in some dramatic performance:
…on the grounds that he has been satirized (komoidetheis) in our ancestral celebrations of Dionysus.
To such as these, I say it once, twice, and even a third time, that they should stand back from our mystic dances. Now everyone wake up our song and our all-night dances, which are fitting for this festival.
The excluded audience clearly consists of those who fail to grasp the markers in comedy which signal the aesthetic "necessity" for transgressive mimesis. The orator, in other words, made the mistake of taking personally the mockery against him which the poet claims (however disingenuously) served generic, rather than hostile, purposes. A similar point is made on Doggystyle, where several songs imply that once the transgressive ethos is adopted, everything in their efforts to achieve transgressive effects.
The production of irony alone, however, cannot account for the malicious, minatory character of the misogynistic abuse typically encountered in these transgressive genres. What seems significant both formally and thematically about the satirical derision of already marginalized groups-women, homosexuals, racial and ethnic minorities-is the extent to which it distorts and perverts the culture's prevailing ideologies and conventional propriety, taking social prejudices to the most exaggerated extremes. Misogynistic disgust and other forms of aggressive, denigrating mockery typically coincide with the construction of the authorial persona as an abject figure-a victim of ostracizing practices or exclusionary tendencies of a culture's symbolic order. This construction applies in obvious ways to the African-American gangsta persona, who openly presents himself as sociopath oroutcastThe adoption of an abject stance is perhaps less overtly menacing in the Greco-Roman tradition, but ancient invective poets and satirists routinely portrayed themselves as victims of societal abuses, frequently casting themselves as members of an abused class-even if that class is defined merely as the "the decent citizens" suffering at the hands of society's degenerate elements. Even as the comedies of transgression perpetuate a culture's prevailing prejudices, however, their excoriation of abject minorities entails the recognition of an ambivalent identificatory relationship between the poetic "I" and the disdained Other and results from rage against the symbolic order's exclusionary logic. 36 One might argue, then, that the unbridled misogyny that so pervades Greco-Roman and African-American transgressive poetics highlights the simultaneously subversive and reactionary character of these genres. At the same time, the ambiguity of the poetic persona's abject stance and the complexity of its relationship to larger social processes of exclusion and violence underscore yet again the inadequacy of literalist reading strategies when encountering blatantly transgressive works-however sincere these works profess to be.
IV. Conclusion
Our objective in this study has been to recognize that transgressive literary genres, both ancient and modern, operate according to sophisticated, often subtle, grammars and rhetorical strategies and to acknowledge that what appears to one reader as a crude endorsement of unmitigated sexism or debauchery may to another constitute both an imaginative exercise of satiric forms and a telling challenge to a culture's dominant domain of ideological possibilities.
As Wendy Steiner has noted, however, academicians who attempt to rationalize appreciation for controversial works of art quickly fall prey to charges that they are deliberately mystifying-or, worse, promulgating-perverse or antisocial material. Even critics otherwise well-informed about rap and its genealogical roots in the African-American signifying tradition often succumb to the transgressive poet's deliberate effrontery and respond with genuine moral outrage. The problem, however, with simply articulating such indignation at the expense of a more rigorous critical investigation is that it offers little insight into the nature of the works themselves and may, in fact, prevent us from understanding the effects the work is so vehemently purported to have. As Steiner poignantly observes, the critic who can find meaning or import in the work struggles helplessly against such out-of-hand condemnations. 37 As she notes, advocacy and representation, for the censorious critic, become fused. This critical misreading, however, as we hope our preceding analyses make clear, reveals the very modus operandi of transgressive verbal art: the attempt to construct a bifurcated audience wherein one segment unconsciously conflates 9 Hutcheon (54-6), in an effort to describe irony's combined divisive and aggregative effects, cites Erving Goffmann's concept of "collusive communication," the use of rhetoric that pits those "in the know" against those explicitly "excolluded" or demonstrably identified as being outside the "knowing" discursive community. In other words, irony typically performs both inclusionary and exclusionary functions, creating feelings of intimacy and cohesion between speaker and audience at the same time as it fosters a sense of arrogant elitism. This view of irony seems particularly apropos for gangsta rap, which takes the construction of gang and clique identities as primary thematic preoccupations. A great deal of the humor purveyed by gangsta rappers-and indeed by Greco-Roman invective poets and satirists as well-derives from the exploration of in-group and out-group relationships. Gregory Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans:
Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1979), has articulated a similar relationship between Archilochus and his audience. Nagy suggests (251) that, while Archilochus' attacks may appear to be directed against an enemy, "they are in all likelihood framed for a general audience of receptive philoi 20 This cover caused quite a controversy when first released because of its obviously sexist, misogynistic and suggestively lewd iconography. Bell hooks, in her Outlaw Culture, recounts the revulsion that a friend of hers, a male music critic, felt when he saw in the cover "an image so offensive in its sexism and misogyny he did not want to take it home." More offensive than Doggystyle's obvious use of misogyny, however, hooks argues, was Time magazine's decision to reproduce the record's "pornographic" cover art without critical comment. 21 The very first track on the album features a brief extra-musical scene in which Snoop is about to relax in a bathtub with a woman. While crafted to appear as a humorous fleeting moment, it is fact extremely revealing and programmatic. Snoop requests that the woman put on some "gangsta shit" (anticipating the work about to unfold) to create the proper ambience. But as she does this, the doorbell rings and a crowd of friends and groupies arrive. An annoyed Snoop confesses to one of them that he is nearly ready to give up on the whole gangsta scene, when the friend reminds him how the gangsta "game" has allowed Snoop to live the "American Dream," namely, to have unlimited access to marijuana and substantial material wealth. His friend further reminds him that he is at the peak of his poetic form and has the respect of everyone on the street. This track, therefore, by depicting a "private" Snoop, one who can speak about gangsta rap not, as he routinely does when in full persona, i.e., as the necessary reflection of a lived life, but rather as a poetic genre that demands the assumption of a separate identity, essentially explains the rest of the work as an aesthetic contrivance that accounts for the Snoop's poetic successes. 22 The anthropomorphized dog, representing a prototypically male viewpoint or that of the "regular guy," is a long-standing motif in African-American folklore. Abrahams records, for example, a mildly obscene parable from the Signifying tradition in which a worldly wise "old dog" teaches a naïve "young dog" the ways of canine life. This story, which dates from the early part of this century, concludes with a "moral" (i.e., punch line) that expresses avaricious and nihilistic sentiments strikingly similar to the ethos routinely represented in present-day gangsta music and production values are retained largely intact, but the sexual innuendo and light-meaning or intent and fail to perceive its parodic character-usually by reading too literally and overlooking incongruities between the representation and its object. Yet these internal readers, Rose notes, function in effect as an additional cue for the text's external readers. As naïve readers, they offer a mirror in which the external readers can reflect upon their own interpretive tasks. 29 As we might expect, riddling also features prominently in classical traditions of comic satire and mockery, and there, too, animals are frequently employed enigmatically, often in the form of fables. (The word ainitto, "to speak in a riddle"-from which we get our term, "enigma," is etymologically derived from the word ainos, the technical Greek term for a fable; see Nagy, 238-42).Among many possible examples, we may cite Archilochus, fr. 201, "The fox knows lots of tricks || the hedgehog only one-but it's a winner." (equating the verbal power of the iambographic poet to the weaponry of the hedgehog); 30 Aristophanes mentions Ariphrades and his famour "invention" in two other plays as well,
Peace 885, and Wasps 1280. No doubt he was always good for a laugh at Athens. 31 That is, although the chorus feels it needs to mention Arignotus, Ariphrades' brother, who is himself blameless, it regrets having to associate his name with Ariphrades' reprehensible behavior. 32 Two lyric poets to whom lewd verses seem to have been attributed. Polymnestos is also known to us from other authors (e.g., Pindar and Alcman), though Oionichos is known only from this passage. 33 Although the voice of the chorus is never completely identical to the "I" of the poet himself, this passage quoted above comes from a second parabatic section of the play. As we discussed above, the chorus at least claimed to speak on behalf of the poet in the parabases of Old Comedy. 35 "Shiznit" is a playfully expanded form of "Shit," used in a way reminiscent of Juvenal's farrago or "mishmash," a term he applied to his Satires in 1.86. "Shiznit" in this sense refers simply to the "material," the "stuff," of the recording. A verse near the beginning of "Lodi Dodi"
uses "shit" in a similarly programmatic, yet colloquial way: "…so listen close to what we have to say || because this type of shit happens every day…" The rationale for the song, in other words, is no more than that it represents a typical scene from everyday life; Cf. Juvenal 1.85-90.
